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iBSTEACT 

The Oniversity of Minnesota's rhetoric department 
surveyed other Big Ten universities for the Erccedsies used by those 
^hools to exeipt students from the required freshsen writing course 
and analyzed data about students in their ens required rhetoric 
courses <Rhetoric 1101/1102), The schocl survey shons that nine Big 
Ten schools have required Mriting courses, that individual schocls 
exeapt from 4X to 90% of their students frci the uriting 
t luireaents, and thai: the schools rely priiarily on students* 
performance on either the Aierican Ccllege Testing Prcgras's English 
Test or on the verbal scores in the Scholastic Sptitude lest (SIT) in 
their decisions to exempt students froi required courses. The results 
of the student data analysis, hoiiever, shcn a significant positive 
relationship betiieen success in Bhetoric 1101 and high school English 
qrades, high school percentile rank, high schocl grcde point average, 
and scores on the verbal portions cf the preliiinary Sil, So 
significant correlations were found to exist bet'^aen any cf the 
variables used in the study and Bhetcxic 1102, hs d result of the^ 
dat:a collectPd, procedures for exeiptinq students frca the rhetoric 
courses are recosmended and listed* (BL) 
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EXEMPTION, PREDICTIVE V^IDITY, AND RHETORIC 1101 AND RHETORIC 1102: 
A Report to the Dean of the College of Agrlculturr, University of Minnesota 

(Abstract) 

This report, prepared for the Dean of the College of Agriculture, University 
of Minnesota has two purposes: (1) to idantify procedures used by the univer- 
sities ia the Big Ten to exempt students from the freshman writing require^nts; 
(2) to determine potential predictors for two courses. Rhetoric 1101 (writing 
from personal experience) and Rhetoric 1102 (research writing) offered by the 
Rhetoric Department, 

To determine what exemption procedures are used by Big Ten universities, a 
questionnaire was developed and sent to English departments of these universities. 
As of June, 1976, nine of these universities required at least one writing course* 
The percentage of students exempted at these universities ranged from four per-- 
cent to ninety percent. The universities relied primarily on a student *s per- 
formance on either the ACT-E or the SAT-V in deciding which students to exempt* 

After the literature on prediction and exemption was examined, the following 
variables were used in the predictive validity study: 

(1) scores on th3 PSAFV and PSAT-M; 

(2) scores on the ACT tests in English, Math, social 
studies and natural science, as w^ll as the ACT composite; 

(3) high school percentile rank; 

(4) high school grades in English, math, social studies, 
and natural science; 

(5) high school grade point average* 

Students enrolled in Rhetoric 1101 and Rhetoric 1102 were included in the analysis, 
and a stepwiss multiple regression analysis was used to identify the best pre- 
dictors for each course. The results showed that there are significant ( ^*001) 
positive relationship between PJietoric 1101 and high school English grade, high 
school percentile rank, high school grade point ai;erage, and PSAT-V score* There 
are, jo^rever, no significant correlation between these or other variables and 
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This report Is viitten in response to a request fro® John Gooddltigp 
Acting Dean of the College of Agriculture, that the Rhetoric DepartMat 
undertake a study to identify which incoming students to the Institute of 
Agriculture migiit be the best candidates for exei^tion fr<m one or both 
of the required freshman rhetoric courses: Cossminicatlons I--Ehetorie llOl; 
and Cossiinications II~Rhetoric 1102. Dean Gooding and David Schuelke, l^ad 
of the Rhetoric Departiaent, agteed that a predictive validity Btudf shmiU 
be carried out, and Dr. Schuelke appointed us Earl HcBo^ll and Arthur- 
Walter— to conduct the study. 

Review of the Literature 

Before undertaking the study itself, i/m reviewd the literature os 
predictive validity and eKei^tion, The literature examined included reports 
generated by a con^juteri^ed search of the Educational Resmircaa IsforMtlcm 
Clearing House (ERIC) and additional reports jmbllshed predominately by th# 
Educational Testing Service^ The literature indicates that the best pre- 
dictor of success for the first year of college work as measured by over- 
all grade point average is high school data, but the best predictor of grades 
in freshman English courses specifically is one of a nuiii>er of verbal apti- 
tude or achievement testa, such as the Scholastic Aptitude Teat - Verbal 
(SATV), the English Coisposition Test, or the Awrlcan College Testing Frograa* 
English Test (ACHTE)* 

That high school average or rank in class is a better predictor of 
success In the first year of college thsn are scores on aptitude tests has 
been knoim since Brlgham (1932) reported the results of his studies of the 
first students to take the College Board Scholastic Aptitude Test (p. 345), 
Studies of mach larger populations by Shrader (1971) of data collected pre- 
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do«inately by the College Board Validity Service In 1964-66 showed Ugh school 
rank or average yielding a median validity coefficient of .55 (p. 127). 

Ifedlan validity coefficients for the SAT scores taken individually were 
.33 «nd .39 (p. 121). Studies dona by Passous (196^ and Black (1969) also 
show the superiority of high school data to test score, for predicting firat 
year overall succesa. Black states that this is "perhap. the ^.t reliable 
research finding in education . . (p. 7). 

Test scores, ha.,ev.r are superior to high school data as predictor, 
of saccesa in freshman English. The literature indicate that the SAIV, 
the English Composition Test, and the ACm are slightly superior predictors 
thao is high school data. Shrader's studie. showed a ^dlan validity co- 
efficient at .34 for the SATV a. a predictor of the freshman English grade, 
while the validity coefficient of the hi^ school data was .32 (p. 139). 
Shrader's findings co„flr«*d the superiority of the SATV to high school data 
that had been previously noted by Heias in 1957 (Fre«r and Chandler. ^. 164- 
165) atid others. 

Tt.a college Board's English Composition Test and the A^erica^ College 
Testing Program's English test (ACTE) equal or surpass the validity co- 
efficients of the SATV. Godshalk, Swineford. and Coffin (1966) report 
that m 1963-1964 the predictive power of the CoHege Board's English 

J «T-«^^ff<ve DOwer of the SAT^ for freshman 
CoBposltion Test surpassed the pred^-ctlve power oi 

English. The 196^-1964 version of this test Included a written essay. 
Basing their conclusions on studies collaring the predictive powers of 
versions of the Composition Test that Included an essay section to those 
that did not, Godshalk, et al. attribute the Increasing validity coefficient 
of the new English Con^osltion Test to the Inclusion of an essay section 
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Cp, 39), a conclusion seconded by Frerer and Chandler (p. 166) ♦ 

Studies by Ifanday (1965) and Passons indicated that the ACT and the 
ACTS equal the predictive poner of the SATV for Frestean English. 

The Survey of Big Ten Universities and the Predictive Validity Study 
The imrposes of this study %^re to detensine the freshman writing re* 
quii^iaent and the exei^tlon procedures is effect at the other Big Ten univ- 
ersities and to determitm if there were potential predictors for Rhetoric 
1101 and Rhetoric 1102^ Tward the first end, we developed and sent a 
questionnaire to the English Bepart^nts of other Big Ten unli^rsities; 
toward the second end, we conducted a stepwise ailctple regression analysis. 
Students enrolled in Rhetoric 1101 and or Rhetoric 1102 i^re included in this 
analysis. After consultation with Br, Roberta Ansstrong, Coordinator of 
Research, Office of Admissions and Records, Reporting and Research Divisions 
and an examination of the literature on prediction and exertion (see aho^)^ 
we decided to Include the following variables ^en available for each student 
In the predictive validity study: 

(1) the scores on the Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Verbal and 
Hath tests (FSAP/ and ?SATM) , which are taken by high school 
students in the junior year; 

(2) the scores on the Ao^rican College Testing (ACT) program's English, 
math, social studies, and natural science tests, as well as a 
coi^o€lte ACT score; 

(3) high school percentile rank; 

(4) high school grades in English, laatn, social studies and natural 
science; 

(5) high school grade point average* 

Overall correlation coefficients (including neans, standard deviations and 



Busier of cases) for each variable were computed with Rhetoric 1101 and 
Rhetoric 116** Next, the same types of analyicis was cof^leted for Agriculture, 
Forestry and Hose Economics aajors. A stepwise imiltlple regression analyses 
was then con^jleted to determine the best potential predictors for each course. 
Thus the research attested to answer three basic questions* 

(1) What are tlm freshman ^qulre^nta in co^sition or English 
and exemption procedures 1k>r those courses at other Big Tea 
universities? 

(2) What test scoi^es and high school data are the best predictors for 
Rhetoric 1101? 

(3) What test scores and high school data are the best predictors 
for Rhetoric 11021 

RESULTS 

Table I reveals that the exes^^tlon procedures and percentages of studens:-* 
exempted from basic writing cmirses varies ainong the Big Ten universities^ 
Five universities only require one cmirse and one university does not require 
any course. English depart^ntg utlUf^e priisarily ACT m^d SAT scores as a 
Biethod to exe^t students. Percentages of students exerted varies frcm 
4% to 90%. 

In Tables II and III the basic correlation analysis (including f^ans, 
standard deviations^ and nussber of cases) is reported* Hie results indicate 
that there are significant ( < ,001) positive relationships between Rhetoric 
1101 and high school English, percentile ranks scores and grade point 
average scores and PSAT verbal scores. There are, however, no significant 
correlations between these or other variables and Rhetoric 1102* 

In Table IV correlations between Rhetoric 1101 and Rhetoric 1102 
and aptitude and high school data are reported, Hiese results support the 



previcms flpdingi that high school Etiglish, percentile clasi rank «r*d grade 
poifit average^ ai^ FSAT verbal acorea correlate sl^lficsntly < <,W)1) with 
Rhecorie 1101. Agjtn, no significant correlations occur bet^en Rhetoric 
1102 potential predictors. 

Table V thrmigh VII indicate that the beat predictors for Rhetoric 
1101 is high school English, Considered in cortlnttioa with the otl^r pre- 
dictors these variables account for s significant part of the variance 
C <*CK)1),* The best predictors for Rhetoric 1102 are ACT natural science 

high school natural science^ but these variables accc^Hit for obIj a 
marginal part of tht variance. Because of the Iw multiple correlations 
between Rhe*:oric 1102 and the predictors, m> significant predictors were 
found for Rhetoric 1102. Post hoc analysis (See Table VIII) reveals signifi- 
cant Intercorrelstlons among the predictors for Rhetoric llOl* 

DISCUSSIOH 

An Interpretation of the results suggests that 60% of the Big Ten 
universities require only one or no vritlng cmirse, slthough in soae cases 
when one course is required. It lasts a se«ster. Exertion of students 
from freshman writing is a comscm practice awng all of the oniversitles* 
The procedures utilised to exe^t students are slallar to those reco^ended 
in the literature on predictive validity simI freshman English? scores on 
aptitude tests are im>st frequently used* Hot all the sch^la surveyed, 
however, were persuaded that their rocedureg identified students who did 

^Because of the data placeaent /arrangement the researchers wtre unable to 
utilize high school grade ^int averages as one of the predictors. It is 
apparent, hoi^ver, based on the correlational analysis that tt wmild be 
the second best predictor of Rhetoric llOl. 



not nmed « wrlttBg course. Of the ten directors of freshissn writing 
progrsas responded to the questionnaire p four were not satisfied with 
their system and wre contei^leting dianges. Two others expressed slight 
reservations. Only three directors expressed unqualified satisfaction with 
their ex^ption procedures* 

The correlational analysis and stepwise mltiple (linear) regression 
show that high school English, percentile rank and grade point average and 
thfe PSATV score can be used to predict ^rfonsance in Rhetoric 1101 ♦ The 
pomt hoc analysis also shoes that there are significant *^1 ) inter- 
correlations as«>ng tte predictors. The results indicate that thest^ variables 
%#hich account for a highly significant part of the variance could be used 
collectively to exeiapt smdmntB fros Rhetoric 1101, If scores above the 
sieas on the four variables were utilizedp 42% (170 mit of 406) of the Btudmntm 
would be eligible for exertion fros Rhetoric 1101** Tte scores needed aret 

High school percentlal r«nk. * 75X 
High school English, 3* 10 
High schTOl grade point average* ******* *3,10 
PS^T verbal ##«***••«*«*•***««******** *** 43 

Additional support for this criteria is that the average score in Rhetoric 1101 

is 3,06, but students mtmt the above criteria average 3.63, or alscst otm 

standard deviation above the mes . From this groi*p, 72% of the students who 

received an A in Rhetoric 1101 had a 3,5 or above average In high school English. 

While the strengths of the identified predictors are impressive, their 

lisiitatlons for purposes of exertion mist be acknowledged. That students 

should be exes^t fros a course does not necessarily follow frcm the premise 

that they are liktily to do well in it. For one, present co^etence cannot 

be presumed on the basis of predictive success. For another, identifying 

tim students yho are likely to succeed in a course might Indeed be tanta- 

*There was, hoi^ver, mich misalng data. If students were sbove the mtmn on the 
available data^ they wrc classified as eligible for exertion. Perhaps cmly 
25% to 35% vmild be exerted If all data were available. 

8 



siDunt to identifying students who will benefit moBt from it. The fact that 
our best predictors are high school dat-a gives credence to this latter claim* 
We my have identified many students who lack the writing skills taught in 
Rhetoric 1101 and have the capacity to acquire them through the course be- 
cause on the evidence of their high school record, they perform wall it; 
classroom settings. This type of student should be the lagt type of student 
a program should want to exempt. 

Acknowledging the potential limitations of predictive validity does not, 
however, invalidate It as a ©eans for identifying pot^ntlal ex^t^tible students. 
Soiie checks rnxst^ however, be built into an exes^jtios system that ei^loyt 
predictive validity. One check might be to set the predictors against actual 
perfonsance, Potentially exeunt Ible students identified on the basis of the 
predictors rhls study has identified might Invited to take an exei^tl*m 
teat ^ich t^juld require them to demonstrate tamt they have the skills 
Rhetoric 1101 teaches* Or essays written by students %Ao were exeiif^ted on 
the basis of prediction alone might be cohered with essays written by students 
who have successfully cos^leted one or lK>th writing ccmrses, (Procedures to 
guarantee impartiality and inter-rater reliability %^?uld, of course, have to 
be put in effect*) Another check mi^t be to try to identify students who 
have the capacity to acquire on their any writing skills they lack, ThlB 
would require singling out those students who have superior verbal aptitude 
and the capacity to work independently as well as having siet the criteria for 
exemption on the basis of predictive validity* 

Another limitation of this study is that, presumably, it takes in its 
scope only cognitive factors as a basts of predictive success* This limitation 
is '^specially apparent ^en the identified predictors are used as a basis for 
exei^tion fro© Rhetoric 1101, A stated and mich-er^hasized objective of that 
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cmirsa is to incvease students' confidence In their ability to develop their 
oim writing gtyl^. Tha goal is to prevent students from developing the stilted, 
cliche-snd j^igon-ridden writing style that Is so imich in evldance today and 
i^ich mny writing experts claim has as its basis the failure of peopla to 
develop confidence In their writing ability* None of our predictors ^asure 
directly the degree of confidence that a student has in his own writing ability, 
although it say be presaTOd that those who have perforn^d well in high school 
English are likely to have mora confidence than those lAio have not, 

#b indicated above (see Results) there were no significant relationships 
between Rhetoric 1102 and the potential predictors. In fact, scores for 
Rhetoric 1101 and Rhetoric 1102 correlated at the ,08 level only. This, 
hoimver, la not surprising aj the tim ccmrses focus <m different types of 
writing. Rhetoric 1101 focuses on writing from personal experience; Rhetoric 
1102 concentrates on research writing, tet grades given in Rhetoric 1102 
are relatively high: 40% of the students who received a grade received A* a , 
and the mean score <N*s, I*s and W*s excluded) i#as 3.26, If a high level 
of student success in a required course can be presumd to be an indication 
that ^ly students who are required to take it do not need it, then the 
failure of our study to yield significant predictors is puzzling* B* 
Shrader isaintains that often ^en there are no predictors for a course, the 
problem be with the grading procedures In the course and not in the 
predictors: **Course grades are often based to a considerable extent on less 
carefully prepared tests than those being validated £as predictors J 
(Shrader, p, 125), 

It ^ybe that instructors of Rhetoric 1102 differ markedly aimsng 
themselves in the criteria they use for evaluating a student's performance* 
Certainly inter-rater reliability has plagued writing courses since they began. 
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RECOMIgNDATK^S 



Rhetoric 1101s 

1* To be eonsldarad as sligibla for exertion, incoming studasts 
should laeet tlm follmrlsg sinlmm criteria: 

a. High school percentile rarfc above 75%j 

b. High school grade point average above 3,10} 
Hl^ school English cc^o^lte above 3*10; 

d* PSAT verbal score above 45, 

2. At least until It is de^:*nstrated that predictive success correlates 
irith present cc^^tence, only a saall percentage of clearly su^riot 
sttaleats who surpass the slnisra criteria aboi^ by a considerable 
degree shouW be exet^t the basis of predlctii^ access alone* 
For exa^le, if this English co^sit grade i^e raised to 3,5 cmly 
approxi^tely 20% of the students wuld be ellgtole for «^tl€m. 

3, S<^e or all of the other students frtio laeet the mlnimm criteria 
should be Invited sirf advised to d^smscrate co^^etence on an 
exes^tlon test that is valid and reliable, that Includes a writing 
sa^le, Bt^ that tests for the objectives of Ihetorlc ll01# 

4* Since KATV scores are m>t available for May students ^ those vto 
lack it shmild be invited to tate the exemption test if they seet 
the otl^r criteria* 

5# To test the relationship of predictive success to c^^etesee, 
essays written by students exes^ted on the basis of predictive 
success should be cohered with essays written by students 
have successfully co^leted tkm course. Heasurea to assure iw 
partiality aiyl inter-rater reliability should be taken. 

6* The Rhetoric Department shmild develop and offer elective writing 
coiarses that ^mld attract a^ serve those students exerted 
from the course irtio, nevertheless, wish to take a writing course. 
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1. Since there are no strong predictors for this cmirse and^ therefore, 
no wsy of identifying potentially exe^tible students. Instructors 
of Historic 1101 should Inform all students that an exei^tios test 
Is available. The test should have deiionstrated reliability mx^ 
validity. Include a writing sa^^le, and test for the co^etencles 
expected of students i^o have collated Rhetoric 1102. 

2. The Freshman Division should seek to determine the cause of the 
failure of predictors to surface for Rhetoric 1102. 

a. Instructors of Rhetoric 1102 might exaslM tets of proven 
vclldity as predictors of successful research writing and 
see if such a test predicts success In Rhetoric 1102. 

b. Instructors sight seek to deteralne the degree of Inter-rater 
reliability jisiong the instructors wto teach the course and 
if it is low take measures to increase it* 

u 
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TabU I 
lx«^tlon Survey Results 



University 



Predictors 
Tests 



Michigan State 
University 

University of 
Michigan 



ACT E 



Illinois University ACT E 

SATV 

Indiana University SATV 



University of Iwa 
Northwestern 
Ohio State 

Purdue 



ACT E 



ACT E 

SATV 

CLEF 



Predictors 

High School Data 



Yes 



SATV No 
Advance Placement 



No 



No 



No 



SATV 

Department 
Exam 



No courses required 
No 

Yes (H.S,R.) 



Percent 
Exei^ted 



5% 



one seB^ster 
required 

111 one course 
required 

10% one course 
required 

4-5% 



6.2% one course 
required 



8-9% 



University of 
Wisconsin 



University of 
Minnesota 



U of Wisconsin 
English test 

PSAT 
ACT 



No 

Yes (K.S.R.) 



50% one course 
required 

5-10% 
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Table IX 



GoTTelati^ia ^ *pfclti^« tests and high school ac»deaic aohlsveMnt with Rhetoric llOi 



ApijLtt^e Reasures/ 

A<^leveseiit8 T 



Verlal .^1 
Kath ^ 



ACTi 

EagUsh .13 

Hath .21: 

Social Studies -.001 

Katural Science .21 

Ctmposite .09 



Stai^xd lusl^er cf 
Kieui Seviatlea Cases 



kkM 9.11 297 

51.22 9.03 29? 

23.23 11.16 214 
22,09 6,69 212 
25.27 i5fl9 212 
22.88 8,89 212 
25.^ 13.^ 212 



High School Data I 
Etigli^ 
rath 

Social Studies 
natural Science 
H.S. Bank 
H>S« 6«P(A« 



M 3.15 

.23 3-0*^ 

.33 3.19 

.32 3#09 

M 7BM 

M 3.06 



.59 y5 

.52 376 

.63 371 

.69 363 

18.12 360 

.53 339 
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T»U« III 

C«»rrelAti©n» ^ ajrkltude t«sts and high sohoel «cad««lc a<rtilev««*nt with Rh«t«<rln 1102 



AohievsMSt 



Ter1»l 
Math 



K»A Dsvtatioa ais«« 



.020 it4,86 9.67 265 

-.CI 5i.^ 9.5i 265 



ACT I 

English 

Social SiuAlss 

Natural Sciance — , ,ir-».h t&t 

Conposlta -.052 26,71 183 



23.^ n.oi ^ 

-.0^9 21.96 7.29 183 

-.062 2^.57 13.6i> ^3 

.13 22.81 9,33 lf3 



High School Datai ^ 

English .083 3.16 ^ 

feth .059 3.05 ^ 

Social Studiaa .020 3,22 .« »3 

Hatuml Sdanca .091 3.05 ^ 

H.S. Rank .008 ?6.66 17.^ ^ 

H.S. G.P.A. .012 3.09 .50 30*^ 
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t»M« It 

Corr«latlona of mpfeltvKie t««t» ana high school aeadealo 



Bhrtorlo UOl 





.**3 


.37 






.25 


.22 






.15 


.2it 


.11 




.23 


•1? 


•21 




-.09 


.33 


.03 


ACTTHS 






.05 


ACT G^j^ita 


.17 


.33 


-.03 


H.S,5*fngllsh 


.w 






B.S. f^th 




.28 


.19 


H,S. *>oe44l Stmlss 


.29 


.28 




H,3, Satural Sclano# 


.26 


.3^ 


.^^3 


H*S. Hank 




.46 


.55 


R»S* G»P«A* 


.i*0 


.i^2 


.58 



rts f <sr viudLmis ao^tmlc with ah«t«ic eiHi»«« 



A« F^r H.i. 





.23 


-•11 


.05 


.09 


-•14 


-.03 


.36 


-.12 


•12 


•10 


.01 


-•16 


-.03 


-.01 


.26 


-•01 


.13 


-.15 


.29 




.10 




-•002 


.0? 


-.01 


.09 


.0? 


-.05 


-.05 


.08 


.0? 




,06 


.11 


-.22 


.09 


-.01 


-.22 
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Wl% V 

Kultipla cttrrelAtlons for Rhetoric 1101 and Rhetoric IIC^ 



Pr^diclara 



H.S.5. 

H.S.I*, TBm 

H.S.f.,PSATV, 
ACT Co«posli« 

H.S^., PSATY, 

/^^cT C^^posite, ACT S.S. 



Bhetorlc 1101 



M 

.51 

.62 

.78 



Predlotees 



Rhetoric 1102 



AST R.S. •13 

AGT S.S., mTH, .18 

AOP n,B., mTM, .21 
Aor s^s. 

ACT H.s„ vmn, .'^ 

ACT S.S., H.S.R. 

ACT H.S., vmn, 

ACT S.S., H.S.R., .51 

H tSsStS* 

ACT M.S., vmn, 
kor S.S., H.S.B., .55 

H.3.S.S., H.S.B. 



Ta"ble VI 



ERIC 



Itlple correlAtloa of predictarB for Rhataric 1101 and Rhetorlo 1102 



Predictors 



H.S.B., PSATir 
H.S.I. , PSATV, 



H.S.I., PSATV, 
H«S«B«f H#S»M# 

H.S.I., raATv, 

psm! 

H.S.B., P3ATT, 
PSATM, H.S.S.S. 



Rhetwlc 1101 



M 
.51 

•52 

.$3 

.53 

.53 



IiKjludw wly high .oheol »ad PSAT d^t* 1 8 



Predict OTS 



Ehetorio IICSS 



H.S.M.S., H,S.R. 

^H.S.H.S., H.S.R., 
H.S.S 

H.S.H.S., H.S.R., .1^ 
H.S.I., PSATM 



.09 
.11 

.13 



H.S.H.S,, H,S.R., .15 
H.S.I,, PSATM, H,»,l!. 

H.S.H.S., H.S.R,, 

H.S.I. , mrn, .16 

H.S.H., H.S.S.S. 



Table VII 

Ifaltiple Correlations of predictors for Rhetoric 1101 and Rhetoric 1102 



Predictors Rhetoric 1101 Predictors Rhetoric 1102 





45 


ACT N.S. 


.13 




47 


ACT N.S., ACT M 


.16 


H*S«H« yH«S*R* 
ACT S.S. 


51 


ACT N.S. , ACT M. , 
ACT E. 


.18 


H*S»H*y H«S«R« 
ACT S.S. , ACT C 


54 


ACT N.S. , ACT M. , 
ACT E., H.S.R, 


.36 


H.S*S«y H,S«R«y 
ACT S.S, , ACT C. 
#CT N.S. 


74 


ACT N. S. , ACT M. , 
ACT S « y H* S « R« y 
H.S.E. 


.89 


H«S*H«, R«S>R«^ 
ACT S.S. , ACT C. , 
ACT N.S. , H.S.M. 


88 


ACT N.S. , ACT K. , 
ACT E. , H.S.R. , 
H« S«£a y H« S* S, 


.94 



Includes only high school and ACT dstttL 
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TftU* vin 

B.V, H.S.g. H,S,R, K,S.G,P.A. PSATV 

H.S.I. .70 .83 .^1 

H,S,B, .83 M 

H.S.G.P.A, .i>7 
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